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its petition, CenturyLink requires a limited waiver in certain limited circumstances where 

compliance with the new rules is technically infeasible.
2 

Following the initial comments, the 

record still delTIOnstrates that good cause exists for a grant of the CenturyLink waiver request, 

that doing so would be in the public interest, and that the waiver request otherwise satisfies 

Commission Rule 1.3.
3 

Accordingly, it should be granted. 

DISCUSSION 

As CenturyLink explained in its petition, it has long been and remains a strong proponent 

of phantom traffic rules. As part of the approach to phantom traffic adopted by the Commission 

in the USF IICC Transformation Order, it encouraged carriers to seek waivers of the rules where 

it was technically not feasible for a carrier to comply -- rather than adopt a technical infeasibility 

exception to the rules themselves.
4 

With each of the scenarios addressed in its waiver petition, 

CenturyLink has demonstrated in great detail why good cause exists for the Con1mission to grant 

the waiver and how ,¥<i-."" ... ""'.ni- would be by such a "'<"{T':Ii"T?"' .... 

this demonstration. Indeed, numerous parties have filed comments containing detailed support 

for CenturyLink's to the extent was 

comments, underl ying contentions those rVrrTl ""'Ie' should 

1'0<''1",,,,1'0 for et 
Mar. 5,201 Further CIar~fication Order, 12-298, reI. Feb. 27,2012; pets for recon. 
pending; pets. jor rev. of the Report and Order pending, sub nom. IN FCC 11-161 (loth 

11-9900). 
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And see 
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47 C.F.R. § 1.3. 

4 USFIICC Transformation Order,-r 716. 

WC Docket Nos. 10-90, et aI., filed 
2012. 

5 
Con1ments of AT&T, Inc., WC Docket Nos. 10-90, et a!., filed Feb. 29, 2012 at 2-3; Comments 

ofVerizon, WC Docket Nos. 10-90, et aI., filed Feb. 9,2012 at 1-2; Comments of the United 
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The Commission should reject North County's baseless contentions in its comments that 

CenturyLink fails to adequately demonstrate technical infeasibility. North County 

fundamentally misconstrues the nature of CenturyLink' s waiver request in its comments. To 

begin with, NOlih County suggests that all of the scenarios detailed in pages 6 to 8 of 

CenturyLink's petition entail a CenturyLink request to be exelnpt from passing CN or CPN when 

using MF signaling.
6 

North County also suggests that CenturyLink wrongly describes the 

capabilities of MF signaling -- i. e., that CenturyLink contends that CN and CPN can never be 

passed when using MF signaling and that that contention is wrong. 7 But, both of these 

contentions are wrong. 

As CenturyLink details in its petition, only one scenario in its petition (the first LEC 

scenario discussed on page 6 - dealing with EAS/local traffic) deals with limitations on 

CenturyLink's ability to pass the required call information when CenturyLink uses MF signaling 

to pass traffic as an 

addressed in CenturyLink's petition (i.e., the LEC DTMF (Dual Tone Multifrequency) and 

6-7, and 

where CenturyLink uses SS7 signaling to pass the but is lilnited in 

it MF 

States Telecom Association, WC Docket Nos. 10-90, et al., filed Feb. 9,2012 at 
Comments of AT&T, WC Docket Nos. 10-90, et at., filed Feb. 9,2012 at 40-41. 

See also 

6 Comments of North County Communications Corp. Response to CenturyLink, Inc. Petition 
for Limited Waiver, WC Docket Nos. 10-90, et al., filed Feb. 2012 at 1 

7 Id. at 2-3. 

8 Petition at 6. 
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customer.9 Thus, to begin with, North County's criticisms have no relevance whatsoever to any 

of the scenarios whatsoever -- except for the LEC EAS/local scenario. 

And, as to that scenario, North County is simply confused in its descriptions of the 

relevant capabilities of MF signaling and the bases of CenturyLink' s waiver request. 

CenturyLink does not contend, as North County suggests, that CN and CPN can never be passed 

when using MF signaling. Rather, CenturyLink contends merely that CN and CPN is not 

signaled using MF signaling on non-access calls or on the terrninating leg of an access call. And, 

as is further demonstrated in the attached Declaration of Philip Linse, that contention cannot be 

seriously disputed. 10 Nor does North County dispute it, but rather it focuses on MF signaling 

capabilities n10re broadly, rather than specifically in the local traffic context. Thus, the 

underlying factual bases for the one aspect of CenturyLink' s petition that deals with limitations 

when it uses MF signaling -- involving EAS services that are all local traffic -- is undisputed. 

should also 

waiver request. NECA actually does not oppose CenturyLink's request, asks that it be 

to Aa .......... ',.,. conditions. Specifically, }~ECA ... c.r,,,Q,,..,t-0 that 

to 

publish a list of switches covered by the waiver."ll And, NECA requests that a waiver for the 

>Jv'V.uu ...... "V allSCllSS(~d on 

to with a "'translation table" that A..u.'-'_ ... ""' ...... """'u the true 

originating call location for each "pseudo CN" used in the pseudo-CN application described 

9 Id. at 6-7. 

10 Linse Declaration ,-r 2. 

11 Comments of the National Exchange Carrier Association, et al., On CenturyLink's Petition for 
Lhnited Waiver of the Commission's Call Signaling Rules, WC Docket Nos. 10-90, et al., filed 
Feb. 29, 2012 at 6 (NECA Comments). 
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that aspect of CenturyLink' s request. 12 The Commission should reject these requests. As AT&T 

demonstrated when NECA proposed similar conditions on AT&T's recent waiver request, these 

requested conditions are unnecessary and "would impose additional costs of compliance with no 

corresponding benefits that would warrant their adoption.,,13 Regarding the proposed condition 

of a switch list, that data is already available as necessary to NECA men1bers pursuant to 

ordinary industry practices. And, regarding the proposed creation of a translation table, the basis 

ofNECA's request is its concern that "'pseudo CPNs' have been aInong the chief causes giving 

rise to the phantom traffic problems.,,14 In other words, NECA asks for a translation table 

because of this contention that pseudo-Cl-.J s can often provide incorrect jurisdictional 

information. But, NECA wholly ignores the fact that the CenturyLink pseudo-CN application at 

issue is itself specifically designed already to provide available jurisdictional infonnation where 

it would not otherwise exist. In other words, the CenturyLink pseudo-CN application already 

serves U.LL",.U-i.'J.VA..J. table serve. 

proposed conditions, in addition to being costly, is entirely unnecessary. 

Finally, the '"-'v ......... Jlu ... uu .. v'.u. should COlnments 

not granted because ~·"'J.L".U. has to 

adequately demonstrate its claims of technical infeasibility and not demonstrated "the 

amount 

of CenturyLink' s waiver -- pages 5 to 6, where CenturyLink a limited 

the requirement to pass CN unaltered if it is different than the CPt.J certain limited 

12 I d. at 7. 

13 Reply Comments of AT&T, Inc., WC Docket Nos. 10-90, et at., filed 

14 NECA Comments at 7. 

24, 2012 at 6. 

15 Comments of Frontier Con1munications Corporation on CenturyLink's Petition for Limited 
Waiver, WC Docket Nos. 10-90, et at., filed Feb. 29,2012 at 3 (Frontier Comments). 
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circunlstances involving SS7 signaling where CenturyLink acts as an IXC. 16 With regard to that 

request, Frontier states that CenturyLink never demonstrates that compliance "is more than an 

unspecified economic burden."l7 Frontier is wrong. For this aspect of CenturyLink's petition 

and all other aspects, CenturyLink provides detailed descriptions of the technical issues that 

prevent it from complying and the scope of what would be required to come into compliance. It 

is self evident, for eXaInple, from the discussion of the IXC platfonn issue in CenturyLink's 

petition, that, in order to conle into compliance, CenturyLink would have to incur significant 

costs and would effectively have to replace the legacy platfonn equipment at issue. Indeed, 

CenturyLink estirnates that the cost of such a fix would easily be in the millions of dollars. Most 

importantly, as CenturyLink also demonstrates in its petition, the costs incurred would not serve 

the interests of the phantom traffic rules or the public interest broadly. 18 CenturyLink already 

uses long-established and well-accepted industry practices in this scenario (e.g., auditable 

percent .ri1""",·<,1",.,10a use and 

with tenninating carriers.
19 

amount 

I6 I d. at Petition at 5-6. 

17 Frontier Comments at 

18 Petition at 

19 I d. at 6. 

20 Frontier COlnments at 3. 

factors) to ensure proper settlements intercarrier conlpensation 

should not 

waiver 

to narrow circumstances where it is 
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CONCLUSION 

For all of the reasons stated herein, CenturyLink respectfully requests that the 

Commission expeditiously grant this Petition for Lilnited Waiver of 47 C.F.R. § 64.1601(a). 

March 15,2012 

Respectfully submitted, 

CENTURYLINK 

By: /s/ Tilnothy M. Boucher 
Timothy M. Boucher 
1099 New York Avenue, N.W. 
Suite 250 
Washington, DC 20001 
303-992-5751 

Its Attorney 

7 



DECL~.t\.RA .. TION OF PHILIP LINSE 

1. My name is Philip Linse. I received a Bachelor of I\rts degree from University of 
Northern Iowa in 1994. I have been employed by Century-Link (fonncrly Qwest) since 
2000 .. I current]y hold the position of Regulatory Operations Manager where 1 am 
responsible for evaluating the economic impacts. of the regulatory requirements set by 
State and Feder-al Commissions. Prior to my current responsibilltyj J have held numerous 
~)sitions in the fbUo\~ng areas: Net\vork Engineering and Network PubHc Policy. I am 
a subje..."'t matter expert regarding network switc.hing and signaling issues. 

2. The purpose of this declaration 1S to respond to certain contentions in the comments of 
North County COlnmunications Corp. in response to CenturyLink's request for a limited 
waiver from the Federal Connllunications Commission's new phantom traffic rules. In 
its comments~ North County contends that CenturyLink contends in its waiver that eN 
and ePN can never be passed when using MF signaling and that that contention is \vrong. 
North County misconstrues CenmryLink"g petition and the capabilities ofMF signaling. 
CenturyLink does not contend,. as North C.ounty suggests~ that ANI, eN and CPN can 
never be pa..~ed ·when using MF signaling. Rather, Centur;,rLink oontends merely that 
ANI, eN and CPN is not signaled using ?\'1F signaling on non-access calls or on the 
t.enninating leg of an access ca] t. Putting aside limited speciaJ uses not relevant to 
CenturyLink's petition, MF signa1ing was not developed or standardized to provide ANI 
on non-access or on the temlinating ] eg of an acces.s calL Such a requirement would 
require modi fied and updated standards and the cost] y update and reconfiguration of 

North American the use a 

Centu.r)r Link's wai ver peti tioil wiB serve 

best 

~XlecU.tea on March 1 2 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Richard Grozier, do hereby certify that I have caused the foregoing REPLY 

COMMENTS OF CENTURYLINK, INC. to be: 1) filed via ECFS with the Office of the 

Secretary of the FCC in WC Docket Nos. 10-90,07-135,05-337,03-109, GN Docket No. 09-51, 

CC Docket -Nos. 01-92, 96-45, and WT Docket No. 10-208; 2) served via e-mail on Ms. Belinda 

Nixon, Pricing Policy Division, Wireline Competition Bureau at ~~~~~~~~.!.., 

3) served via e-Inail on the FCC's duplicating contractor, Best Copy & Printing, Inc. at 

~~~~~~~, and 4) served via First Class United States Mail, postage prepaid, on the 

parties listed on the attached service list. 

lsi Ri chard Gro zi er 

March 15,2012 



R. Dale Dixon, Jr ..................................... North County 

Law Offices of Dale Dixon 
7316 Esfera Street 
Carlsbad, CA 92009 

Richard A. Askoff 
Linda A. Rushnak 
National Exchange Carrier 

Association, Inc. 
80 South Jefferson Road 
Whippany, NJ 07981 

Stuart Polikoff 
Organization for the Pr0111otion and Advancement 

of Small TelecolTImunications Companies 
i h Floor 
2020 I( Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20006 

J. . ......................................... WTA 

Blooston, Dickens, & 

Michael D. Saperstein, Jr. 
Frontier COnl1TIUnications Corporation 
Suite 700 
2300 N Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20037 

Jill Canfield 
Michael Romano 
National Telecommunications Cooperative 

Association 
10th Floor 
4121 Wilson Boulevard 
Arlington, VA 22203 

Derrick Owens 
Western Telecommunications Alliance 
Suite 300 
31 7 Massachusetts Avenue, 
Washington, DC 20002 


